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ABSTRACT  
 
Real estate developers and county officials were surveyed to determine the existence, content 
and accessibility of county regulatory guidelines for land use and real estate development 
projects in the southwestern US.  Further, the developers and county officials were interviewed 
to understand the relationship between the quality of the regulatory guidelines and the 
associated process, and the quality of real estate development in the specified counties. The 
results from the survey and interview processes were analyzed to assess the efficacy of the 
county regulatory process for large scale commercial and industrial real estate development.   
 
In most counties where the surveys were conducted, guidelines covering zoning and zoning 
related processes, planning, public works and transportation did exist but their currency and 
relevancy was questionable.  All county regulatory bodies surveyed were in the process of 
updating the guidelines to make them current, clear and comprehensive for the existing 
communities, many of which were experiencing rapid population growth. County officials and 
developers agreed that quality of regulation significantly affects the quality of real estate 
development, thus impacting future economic development.  
 
This thesis recommends updating guidelines to focus on certain key aspects for each guideline 
area studied: zoning and zoning related processes, planning, public works and transportation. 
Further, this thesis recommends bifurcating the guidelines and approval processes for large 
developments which can dramatically impact infrastructure, transportation and community 
sustainability versus small developments which may have a negligible impact on these areas. 
Additionally, this thesis contemplates the establishment of regional bodies to oversee certain 
aspects of land use planning unifying neighboring areas and reducing duplication of planning 
efforts in adjacent counties.  
 
 
 
Thesis Supervisor: Brian Anthony Ciochetti, Ph.D. 
Title: Thomas G. Eastman Chair, Chairman, MIT Center for Real Estate 
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I. Introduction  
 
Land use regulations, like the patterns of land use, are constantly changing. As people 
migrate to less developed areas, governing bodies in rural areas have to rethink and re-tool 
their views and regulations of land use. Government bodies in rural areas must continually 
increase their knowledge of urban planning tools and demonstrate flexibility towards change. 
Regulation of land use must be implemented for the benefit of the entire community, without 
political bias. Absent careful thought and planning on how to manage change, our communities 
will not be prepared to handle their future.  
Their really are only two kinds of change in the world today: managed change and 
unmanaged change. Land use planning is one way to mitigate and manage change. 
Communities that want to preserve what makes them special have no real choice except to 
plan for the future. This requires sensible rules that govern how a community will grow and 
change. The rural landowners who most abhor change are often the first to realize that 
without sensible land use controls, everything they love about the place they live will 
ultimately disappear.1      
In many rural areas, such as those in the southwestern US, land use planning and 
development management are controlled at the county level. Historically, because of the lack of 
significant population and the agricultural nature of these rural areas, real estate development 
of any significance has not been a reality. As migration to the west and the creation of the “New 
West” continues, real estate development will diversify beyond residential development and 
become more and more prevalent. The New West, as described by Philip L. Jackson and Robert 
Kuhlken in A Rediscovered Frontier: Land Use and Resource Issues in the New West, is 
reachable because of transportation advancements and livable because of technological 
                                                          
1 Edward T. McMahon, “Sustainability and Property Rights,” in Urban Land-June 2006-Dialogues-Land Use 
(Urban Land Institute, 2006). 
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advancements, which neutralize the impact of resource constraints. With these population 
changes, regulation of land use has to change, as well. Many counties which have not refreshed 
their land use and real estate development regulations have to do so in order to manage the 
change occurring at their doorsteps. The new real estate regulatory guidelines and processes 
need to be comprehensive and future focused. County officials need to establish a planning and 
development process to address the communities’ needs. The county regulatory bodies need to 
be balanced in their approaches towards regulation, so they do not inhibit the occurrence of 
positive real estate and economic development. They need to plan for tomorrow’s growth, as 
well as today.  
In order to assess the current state and efficacy of county regulation of large-scale 
commercial and industrial real estate development, both real estate developers and county 
officials, in selected southwestern counties were surveyed. The surveys focused on the 
existence, availability and efficacy of county regulatory guidelines. After the surveys, the 
developers and county officials were interviewed about their perspectives on the relationship 
between the quality of the regulatory guidelines and process, and the quality of real estate 
development. Quality of regulatory guidelines and process indicates the extent to which the 
guidelines are current, comprehensive, accurate, and appropriate for the size of development 
project and the extent to which the regulatory process is conducted in a transparent manner. 
Quality of real estate development implies that development is a long-term net positive for the 
community, that real estate development doesn’t overburden infrastructure and community 
services, and that it creates jobs and increases the tax base for an area, leading to additional 
economic development. 
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II.  History of Land Use Regulation 
 History of Land Use Regulation- Transfer of Control to States  
 The ability and power to regulate land use was commonly vested in state governments 
beginning with an enabling act.2 Before statehood, the Congress of the United States usually 
enacted an enabling act and once the necessary requirements in the enabling act were fulfilled, 
the state was admitted to the Union as a sovereign state.  
 Under the enabling act, the state was permitted to draft the State Constitution and elect 
the State Officers to serve under that constitution, “so that there [would] be people already in 
place to act as the State’s government the minute the State [was] admitted to the Union.”3 Once 
the state became a sovereign state it could control the use of land within the state borders. At 
that point, the state could turn over regulatory authority to counties or municipalities through 
varying forms of state legislation.  
 
History of Land Use Regulation in the Southwest- Transfer of Control to Counties and 
Municipalities  
 The current states of Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico and Utah were given 
enabling acts and admitted to the Union between March 1875 and February 1912, (see Figure 1). 
   
                                                          
2 Not all states had enabling acts. 
3 Richard E. Berg-Anderson, The Green Papers, (www.thegreenpapers.com, 2006). 
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Figure 1- Initial Dates for Southwestern States         
 
Date of Date of Number of 
State Name Enabling Act Admission to Union Admission to Union
Arizona * June 20, 1910 February 12, 1912 48
Colorado March 3, 1875 August 1, 1876 38
Nevada March 21, 1864 October 31, 1864 36
New Mexico * June 20, 1910 January 12, 1912 47
Utah July 16, 1894 January 4, 1896 45
* This replaced an earlier enabling act of June 16, 1906 which required Arizona and New Mexico to
   reunite as a single state called Arizona.
 
 In their respective constitutions, these southwestern states decided that areas outside of 
incorporated municipalities would be governed locally by a county executive and legislative 
body, the Board of County Commissioners4.  After President Hoover convened an Advisory 
Committee on Zoning and drafted “A Standard State Zoning Enabling Act” in 1925, these states 
adopted zoning enabling acts and/or subdivision acts further guiding the municipalities and 
the counties in their regulation of land use and real estate development. Beyond the zoning 
enabling acts, states maintained various degrees of control over land use and land use planning. 
Some states developed comprehensive approaches to land use under which all regional and 
local authorities in the state were mandated to regulate land use within the parameters of a pre-
designed state-wide plan, or “comprehensive plan.”  Generally, these comprehensive plans 
compelled local areas to write their own land-use plans, in-line with the state’s land use vision. 
Other states, through a variety of enactments, turned ostensibly complete control of local land 
use over to the local governments without a requirement to conform the local plans to a larger 
regional or state plan.  
                                                          
4 With the exception of Arizona, Arizona’s governing body at the county level is the Board of Supervisors. The 
Board of Supervisors is also an executive and legislative body. 
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 The State of Colorado, in 1974, per House Bill 1041, enacted a comprehensive land use 
management program, under which counties (unincorporated areas) were required to develop 
plans subject to the State’s mandate. 5  To complete these required plans, Colorado provided 
financial support to local governments. Though Colorado mandated that counties create plans, 
the state provided very little guidance for the content of the plans. Colorado “[did] not specify 
requirements for a local plan and its legislation [was] generally vague.”6 As a result, this 
Colorado comprehensive land use plan may not serve its purpose nor compel the desired 
outcome. 
 The State of New Mexico does not have a comprehensive plan but it has passed several 
acts which the counties must follow when regulating land use and real estate development. In 
1963, and later in 1973, under Article 3- Land Subdivision Act and Article 5- Subdivision Act, 
respectively, the State of New Mexico specified how counties are to regulate land use and real 
estate development. In recent years, some counties within the state have developed their own 
comprehensive plans to address land use patterns and development management across all 
areas of their counties, both in rural areas and urban municipalities. These plans generally 
address concerns only at the county level. There is no regional vision to stitch all of the county 
plans together or to inform larger land use decisions. 
 
 Throughout the West and Southwest, large tracts of federally owned or controlled land 
create additional complexities for land use and further politicize land use regulation.  
                                                          
5 Raymond J. Burby and Peter J. May, Making Governments Plan: State Experiments in Managing Land Use, 
(Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1997), 4-5. 
6 Ibid., 9.  
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The dominance of land in the politics and public policy of the West is due in part to the large 
amount of land governed by federal and tribal entities. More than 90 percent of all federal 
land in the U.S. lies in Alaska and the 11 westernmost contiguous states. The U.S. Forest 
Service, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, National Park Service, and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service manage most of the West’s geography and significantly influence the politics 
of land use decisions. Indian tribes govern one-fifth of the interior West and are key players in 
managing water, fish and wildlife.7  
In some instances, the federal government, through the U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
(“BLM”) develops its own land use plans which are not subject to the county plans. In 2000, the 
BLM proposed resource management and land use plans which cover 13.5 million acres of 
BLM-administered land in New Mexico. This proposal was completely separate from any state, 
county or local planning authorities. This proposal and other land use planning measures by 
the federal government question the need for and efficacy of county regulation of land use in 
counties where so much land cannot be regulated at the county level.  
   
County Regulation of Land Use in the Southwest Today  
 Even today, after years of extreme population growth and migration to the West and 
Southwest, much of the land remains in rural areas beyond the control of incorporated 
municipalities.  Therefore, it is ultimately governed by the boards of county commissioners. The 
individual commissioners and the different boards possess varying degrees of sophistication 
and experience with land use regulation and have disparate amounts of time they can allocate 
to the regulation of land use. In some counties, county commissioners have additional 
vocations, while in other counties the county commission is their sole focus. These boards of 
                                                          
7Matthew McKinney and Will Harmon, “Land Use Planning and Growth Management in the American West,” 
Land Lines: January 2002, Volume 14, Number 1, (Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, 2002), 1. 
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county commissioners may have significant expertise in land use regulation and planning and 
maintain coherent and thorough guidelines. However, some boards of county commissioners, 
together with their planning and zoning personnel, draft land use regulations for the first time 
when they are approached with potential new development typologies in their counties.  
 Inherent in the relationship between developer and regulator, parties often disagree on 
land use issues or even the appropriate scope and implementation of land use and real estate 
development regulation. Some developers claim that even counties with documented 
regulatory guidelines change, revise or redefine the guidelines every time they are approached 
with a potential development project. Furthermore, it is a prevalent feeling among county 
officials that many developers are “anti-regulation” and “anti-over-site” regardless of the 
county’s scope of regulation or intent for land use. Somewhere there must be a middle ground.  
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III. Background and Motivations 
 Background 
 As a native of Albuquerque, New Mexico, and a future real estate developer, I am 
exceedingly interested in the economic development of the Albuquerque area and how the 
area’s future economic development may be affected by real estate development.  
 Albuquerque sits at the intersection of Interstate 25 and Interstate 40, a vital cross-
country trade and transportation route.  Since 1970, Albuquerque’s population has nearly 
doubled 8 and the city has grown in all directions. However, today the city’s growth is largely 
constrained.  
 To the west, Albuquerque has grown towards the West Mesa and is bumping up against 
Petroglyph National Park. Likewise, to the north, Albuquerque has expanded into the outlying 
historical agricultural communities and already borders on the Sandia Pueblo Reservation.  To 
the east, lie the Sandia Mountains (“Sandias”) and the Cibola National forest. Currently the city 
limits extend to the top of the foothills of the Sandias and to the border of the forest.  Kirtland 
Air force base occupies over 50,000 acres on the southeastern edge of the city and the Isleta 
Pueblo Reservation has over 100,000 acres to the southeast and southwest of the city. (See Figure 
2) 
 
                                                          
8 Population grew by 91% from 1970 to 2000. Data from the 2000 Census, per the U.S. Census Bureau website: 
http://quickfacts.census.gov.  
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Figure 2: Albuquerque, New Mexico    
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Over the past 15 years, Valencia County, immediately south of Albuquerque and 
Bernalillo County has experienced significant residential development serving the needs of the 
ever expanding Albuquerque area. From 1990 to 2000, Valencia County’s population grew 46%9 
and The Bureau of Business and Economic Research at the University of New Mexico estimates 
that the population of Valencia County will grow by 80% by 2025. Much of the county is 
currently undeveloped and it will most likely provide significant long-term growth 
opportunities for the greater Albuquerque area.  
 
                                                          
9 Data from the 2000 Census, per the U.S. Census Bureau website: http://quickfacts.census.gov. 
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Figure 3: Valencia County within the state of New Mexico    
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Valencia County is 1,068 square miles and New Mexico’s 7th largest county by 
population with 66,125 people 10, as of the year 2000. It is the 4th most densely populated county 
in the state with approximately 62 people per square mile (See Appendix A: County Statistics for 
the State of New Mexico). The county seat is Los Lunas which is approximately 23 miles south of 
downtown Albuquerque. (See Figure 4)  Historically, approximately 60% of people from Los 
Lunas and Belen11, have commuted to Albuquerque for work.12   
 
                                                          
10 2005 population is estimated to be 69,417. Data from the 2000 Census, per the U.S. Census Bureau website: 
http://quickfacts.census.gov.   
11 Belen is the 2nd largest town in Valencia County and approximately 35 miles south of downtown Albuquerque. 
12 Manzerro Plaza and Business Center, (www.nmlanddevelopers.com/projects/mp, 2006). 
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Figure 4: Detailed Map of Valencia County 
                          
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Over the past several years, there has been a surge in commercial/industrial and 
economic development in Valencia County, in an effort to provide jobs at the local level. 
Recently, a Solo-Cup manufacturing plant and a Wal-Mart Distribution Center have been 
built in industrial parks in Los Lunas and Belen. Additionally, the county, through the 
comprehensive growth plan, is working to balance the booming residential development with 
development that creates jobs in Valencia County proper:   
The basic principals behind the Valencia County’s Comprehensive Growth Plan [are] to 
preserve the valley in its rural, agricultural state and to provide for quality growth outside 
the valley13 without sprawl. The growth should be a balanced community where current and 
future residents have a full range of housing choices, employment opportunities, and 
                                                          
13 Valley in this context refers to the river valley. Development in this Valencia County often occurs outside the 
river valley on the surrounding mesas. 
N 
Albuquerque
 16
consumer opportunities. Valencia County has recently passed a zoning ordinance that 
reinforces this comprehensive plan.14 
 The recent advent of the comprehensive growth plan, the Comprehensive Land Use 
Plan and the revision of zoning ordinances make the case for well-planned and community-
minded development focused around “activity centers”15 to foster economic development. As 
stated clearly in the plan, “One of the purposes of the comprehensive plan is to steer 
development into forms that will provide the greatest benefit to the county and its residents.”16  
 Valencia County exhibits two characteristics that make it similar to other rapidly 
growing counties in the southwest.  First, many current and future development areas in 
Valencia County are regulated at the county level.  The lack of a major metropolitan area 
indicates that real estate development will continue to be controlled, at least in part, at the 
county level.  Second, Valencia County’s recent population growth and residential building 
trends create a demand for expanded economic development measures.  The increased focus on 
commercial and industrial development indicates an effort to fortify the area’s economic base.  
Additionally, recent amendments to development and land use regulation infer that Valencia 
County is attempting to proactively manage change and foster the economic development of 
the area. These two characteristics suggest that an examination of the regulatory processes in 
counties similar to Valencia County may shed light on the characteristics associated with 
dynamic and effective planning and development at the county level.  
                                                          
14 Manzerro Plaza and Business Center, (www.nmlanddevelopers.com/projects/mp, 2006). 
15 Board of County Commissioners of Valencia County, Valencia County Comprehensive Land Use Plan, (2005), 
69. 
16 Ibid., 64. 
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Motivations 
 In most urban areas of the U.S., real estate development is regulated by strict ordinances 
which are translated into development guidelines detailing the processes and procedures which 
developers have to complete before commencing development. For example, in Boston, the 
guidelines detailing the processes and procedures for real estate development are described in   
the “BRA Development Review Guidelines” (see Appendix B)17. The guidelines contain a high 
level of specificity and account for a multitude of circumstances. They provide potential 
developers a very clear idea of the city’s expectations for development and the associated 
processes, and the specific submission requirements. Additionally, these guidelines are very 
accessible. They are posted on the Boston Redevelopment Authority’s18 (“BRA”) website.  
 Boston’s guidelines describe the processes and procedures of development review and 
distinguish between review of large projects, “Large Project Review” and small projects, “Small 
Project Review”. This bifurcation of the regulatory process is importance because large scale 
projects can have significant impacts, both negative and positive, on the community. Large 
projects can dramatically increase the number of jobs in and economic development of an area 
but also put increased strain on local infrastructure and community services. In contrast to 
Boston and other major metropolitan areas with similar regulatory guidelines and processes, 
non-urban counties, like Valencia County, regulate much of the land use and real estate 
development at the County level.  
 Initial conversations with southwestern developers and county officials suggested that 
the nature and quality of county regulatory guidelines and processes is largely left to the 
county’s discretion. Some counties have only broad and vague ordinances, which may be 
                                                          
17 The BRA also publishes a summary of the development regulation processes and procedures for citizens, “A    
Citizens Guide to Development Review under Article 80 of the Boston Zoning Code”, http://cityofboston.gov/bra. 
18 The Boston Redevelopment Authority is the Planning and Economic Development Agency of the City of Boston.  
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outdated, and which the prospective developer must interpret. Yet, other counties, like Valencia 
County, have comprehensive land use plans, which give a higher level of sophistication to and 
reasoning for county view points and decisions.  The visions detailed in the county 
comprehensive land use plans may or may not be reflected in the specific ordinances and may 
or may not be translated into prescriptive processes and procedures for developers to follow. 
Additionally, in the zoning ordinances and comprehensive plans, the guidelines, processes and 
procedures for large- and small-scale developments are rarely differentiated. This can be 
problematic as an industrial warehouse building covering a half-acre lot will have a 
significantly smaller impact on the community, the economy and the traffic patterns than an 
industrial mega-complex covering 400 acres.   
  The preliminary conversations indicated that, in addition to a varying nature of 
information provided, access to the information varies, as well.  Some counties have websites 
which are updated on a regular basis providing the ordinances, plans and/or guidelines. Yet, 
other counties only provide this information in hard copy through the County clerk’s office, 
hindering out-of-county developers’ access to this vital information. 
  These initial observations suggest great variation in guidelines, processes and 
procedures for land use and real estate development regulation by counties. Additionally, these 
observations indicate that lack of access to regulatory guidelines might prevent development. 
To further explore these issues and determine if county regulation of real estate development is 
effective, this study focuses on two primary aspects of county regulation.  
First, through surveys of developers and county officials, this study seeks to identify the 
existence, availability and efficacy of county regulatory guidelines for real estate development 
in the southwest. Second, through interviews of developers and county officials, this study 
seeks to understand the relationship between the quality of regulatory guidelines and process, 
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and the quality of real estate development. Quality of regulatory guidelines and process is 
defined as the extent to which guidelines are current, comprehensive, accurate, and appropriate 
for the size of development project and the process is conducted in a transparent manner. 
Quality of real estate development implies that development is a long-term net positive for the 
community, doesn’t overburden infrastructure and community services, and creates jobs and 
increases the tax-base of an area, leading to additional economic development.  
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IV. Survey and Interview 
To answer this thesis’ preliminary questions of existence and availability of guidelines, 
developers and county officials were surveyed about their knowledge of existence and 
availability of guidelines. The responses to these initial survey questions established a 
baseline for further questioning of the efficacy of the guidelines.  
To begin the assessment of guideline efficacy from a developer point of view, 
developers were further surveyed on their perceptions of guideline fairness19, accuracy of 
guideline specifications and time expectations. In addition, to understand additional factors 
possibly affecting the regulatory process, developers were asked whether their success in the 
regulatory process was affected by previous experiences with development or by their 
relationships with county officials and personnel.  
To begin the assessment of guideline efficacy from a county official point of view, 
county officials were further surveyed on the clarity of expectations for developers set by the 
guidelines, potential success in the development process through following the guidelines 
and the need for guideline revision.  
Once the data on existence, availability and efficacy of guidelines were collected from 
developers and county officials through the survey questions, both groups were interviewed. 
The goal of the interviews was to qualitatively discuss perceptions of the relationship between 
the quality of guidelines and the regulatory process, and the quality of real estate development, 
as discussed earlier.  
 
                                                          
19 Fairness, as used in this context, is discussed in the “Survey for Developers” in Appendix C.  
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Description of Methodology and Sample 
Counties in the Southwestern states of Arizona, Colorado, Nevada and Utah comprised 
the research area20.  Within these states, counties were chosen with population densities and 
income statistics similar to Valencia County.  
The population density of Valencia County, per the 2000 Census is approximately 62 
people per square mile21.  In contrast, Bernalillo County, an urban county home to the 
Albuquerque metro-area, has a population density of approximately 477 people per square 
mile. Population densities above 100 people per square mile were found to be semi-urban areas 
with most real estate development occurring within the limits of large incorporated 
municipalities. Thus, the upper limit of the range was set at 100.  The lower limit of the range 
was set to 10 people per square mile. At, and above 10 people per square miles, there was 
evidence of industrial and commercial development. In addition, these areas had infrastructure 
sufficient to encourage population growth as witnessed in Valencia County. Below 10 people 
per square mile, counties were very rural and their economies were solely agricultural.  
Valencia County has a median household income, as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau 
for 2003, of $35,94422. This is 102% of New Mexico’s median household income for 2003 of 
$35,091. In an effort to focus on counties like Valencia County with incomes close to the states’ 
average, the range for percentage of state’s median household income was set using a 20% band 
around the states’ median house hold income- 90% to 110% of the respective state’s median 
household income.23 However, this range reduced the number of counties to ten,24 lower than 
                                                          
20 New Mexico was not included in this study to eliminate any New Mexico specific political issues with the 
potential to influence the application of this study to Valencia County.  
21 Data from the 2000 Census, per the U.S. Census Bureau website: http://quickfacts.census.gov. 
22 Ibid. 
23 Due to varying costs of living across states, county median income relative to state median income was used 
instead of absolute county median income. 
24 A sample size of 10 implies a margin of error of 32%. 
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the number needed to effectively conduct the survey.  After several modifications to the range, 
it was eventually set to 75% to 115%.  
This final range of percentages of state’s median household incomes, coupled with the 
population densities resulted in a sample set of 2525 counties as listed in Figure 5. 
 
Figure 5: Southwestern counties with demographic characteristics similar to Valencia County, 
NM  
Population (census) Land Area People per County Median State Median % of State
State County 2005 (est) 2000 (square miles) sq mile, 2000 HH Income, 2003 HH Income, 2003 MMHHI
NM Valencia 69,417 66,152 1,068 61.9 $35,944 $35,091 102%
AZ Cochise 126,106 117,755 6,169 19.1 $34,755 $41,963 83%
AZ Gila 51,663 51,335 4,768 10.8 $31,745 $41,963 76%
AZ Mohave 187,200 155,032 13,312 11.6 $32,482 $41,963 77%
AZ Pima 924,786 843,746 9,186 91.9 $37,454 $41,963 89%
AZ Pinal 229,549 179,727 5,370 33.5 $37,858 $41,963 90%
AZ Santa Cruz 42,009 38,381 1,238 31.0 $32,017 $41,963 76%
AZ Yavapai 198,701 167,517 8,123 20.6 $35,260 $41,963 84%
AZ Yuma 181,277 160,026 5,514 29.0 $32,616 $41,963 78%
CO Garfield 49,810 43,791 2,947 14.9 $48,018 $49,248 98%
CO Gilpin 4,932 4,757 150 31.7 $52,826 $49,248 107%
CO La Plata 47,452 43,941 1,692 26.0 $42,727 $49,248 87%
CO Larimer 271,927 251,494 2,601 96.7 $50,197 $49,248 102%
CO Mesa 129,872 116,255 3,328 34.9 $38,054 $49,248 77%
CO Montrose 37,482 33,432 2,241 14.9 $38,398 $49,248 78%
CO Summit 24,892 23,548 608 38.7 $51,432 $49,248 104%
CO Teller 21,918 20,555 557 36.9 $51,333 $49,248 104%
CO Weld 228,943 180,936 3,992 45.3 $44,583 $49,248 91%
NV Lyon 47,515 34,501 1,994 17.3 $43,324 $45,249 96%
NV Storey 4,074 3,399 263 12.9 $49,900 $45,249 110%
NV Washoe 389,872 339,486 6,342 53.5 $50,090 $45,249 111%
UT Cache 98,055 91,391 1,165 78.4 $41,703 $46,709 89%
UT Carbon 19,437 20,422 1,478 13.8 $36,190 $46,709 77%
UT Iron 38,311 33,779 3,298 10.2 $35,793 $46,709 77%
UT Wasatch 18,974 15,215 1,177 12.9 $51,138 $46,709 109%
UT Washington 118,885 90,354 2,427 37.2 $39,738 $46,709 85%
 
 Through internet searches of websites for these 25 counties, economic development 
groups and databases, and industrial and business park listings, large-scale commercial and/or 
industrial parks were identified. Large commercial and industrial developments can 
significantly influence the economic development of an area, thus, this study focuses 
                                                          
25 A sample size of 25 implies a margin of error of 20%. 
 23
specifically on commercial and/or industrial development of 200 acres or more.   Forty-two 
development projects that met these criteria were identified. Of these 42 developments, 24 had 
sufficient developer contact information listed to be included in the survey. The 14 counties 
“Sample Counties” which are home to these 24 development projects are listed in Figure 6.  
 
Figure 6: Sample Counties 
Population (census) Land Area People per County Median State Median % of State
State County 2005 (est) 2000 (square miles) sq mile, 2000 HH Income, 2003 HH Income, 2003 MMHHI
AZ Cochise 126,106 117,755 6,169 19.1 $34,755 $41,963 83%
AZ Gila 51,663 51,335 4,768 10.8 $31,745 $41,963 76%
AZ Mohave 187,200 155,032 13,312 11.6 $32,482 $41,963 77%
AZ Pinal 229,549 179,727 5,370 33.5 $37,858 $41,963 90%
AZ Yuma 181,277 160,026 5,514 29.0 $32,616 $41,963 78%
CO Larimer 271,927 251,494 2,601 96.7 $50,197 $49,248 102%
CO Summit 24,892 23,548 608 38.7 $51,432 $49,248 104%
CO Weld 228,943 180,936 3,992 45.3 $44,583 $49,248 91%
NV Lyon 47,515 34,501 1,994 17.3 $43,324 $45,249 96%
NV Storey 4,074 3,399 263 12.9 $49,900 $45,249 110%
NV Washoe 389,872 339,486 6,342 53.5 $50,090 $45,249 111%
UT Cache 98,055 91,391 1,165 78.4 $41,703 $46,709 89%
UT Iron 38,311 33,779 3,298 10.2 $35,793 $46,709 77%
UT Washington 118,885 90,354 2,427 37.2 $39,738 $46,709 85%
Average 35.3 91%
Median 31.2 90%
NM Valencia 69,417 66,152 1,068 61.9 $35,944 $35,091 102%  
  
The Sample Counties have an average population density of 31.2 and an average of 91% of the 
respective state’s median household income for 2003.  
 
 Mode of Data Collection 
 Surveys and interview consent forms were sent, via the US Postal Service- Priority Mail, 
to the developers of the 24 identified projects and to the county officials in the Focus Counties, 
(See Appendix C and D, respectively, for “Survey for Developers” and “Survey for County Officials”). 
The developers and county officials had approximately 2 weeks to respond to the survey via fax 
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or US mail (a pre-paid envelope was included with each survey). Additionally, developers and 
county officials were asked to consider participating in a follow-up interview via phone and to 
indicate their consent by executing the enclosed consent form.   
 
Survey- Regulatory Areas of Interest  
The surveys of developers and county officials focused on the existence, availability and 
efficacy of county regulatory guidelines for real estate development in the southwest. The four 
areas of development regulatory guidelines and processes covered by the survey were26: zoning 
and zoning related processes, planning, public works and transportation. Below is a brief 
discussion of each area, and the role it plays in land use and real estate development regulation. 
  Zoning and Zoning Related Processes 
 Guidelines describing zoning ordinances and variance, special use, subdivision and 
other zoning related processes inform potential developers of the County’s intended use for 
certain parcels or areas of land. These guidelines explain what is allowed under the current 
zoning designations and detail the County’s procedures for zoning variances, special uses 
permits and subdivisions.   
  Planning Guidelines 
 Planning guidelines detail the County’s planning purpose, goals and objectives for the 
area. They provide a holistic vision for the current and future community and how all aspects of 
real estate development fit into this vision.  
 Public Works 
 Public works guidelines detail the county’s method of dealing with electricity, water, 
sewer and other utilities. Many counties without major municipalities have not established 
                                                          
26 Environmental regulation was not covered in the survey or interview because of the complicated nature of, vast 
amount of law on and federal involvement in the control of environmental regulation. 
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public service companies to serve developments in the area, thus these areas are only served 
through contracting with private providers. Additionally, areas that can be serviced by public 
service companies are often not within reach of the current utility infrastructure. The guidelines 
give developers an idea of how the county generally regulates developer interaction and 
contracting with utility companies, if at all.  
 Transportation 
 Transportation guidelines explain how the county assesses traffic impacts and other 
transportation issues created by real estate development. They discuss what actions are 
required by the county of the developer to mitigate possible impacts. Transportation guidelines 
might also discuss current and future transportation issues in the county and how the county 
intends to change transportation modes and patterns in the future.  
 
Interview- Qualitative Areas of Interest  
  After the survey process was complete, interviews were conducted to address the 
relationship between the quality of regulatory guidelines and process, and the quality of real 
estate development.  Quality of regulatory guidelines and process signifies the extent to which 
the guidelines are current, comprehensive, accurate, and appropriate for the size of 
development project and the extent to which the process is conducted in a transparent manner. 
Quality real estate development implies that development is a long-term net positive for the 
community, it doesn’t overburden infrastructure and community services and that it creates 
jobs and increases the tax base for an area, leading to additional economic development.  
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V. Data and Results 
Data Recording  
Answers from completed surveys were entered into a spreadsheet summarizing each 
question. All survey answers were added and then translated into percentages of respondents 
for each question, as displayed in the following Survey Results-Developers and Survey Results- 
County Officials sections. Additionally, many county officials and developers added illustrative 
comments in the survey margins and on the lines provided. Some of these comments have been 
included, anonymously, in discussion of the results.  
 
Survey Results-Developers 
Of the 24 developer surveys sent, 5 were returned- a 21% response rate. While we can’t 
rely on this small set for statistical significance, the results are indicative of trends. The results 
received from developers are discussed below.  
Availability and Access to Guidelines 
All developers surveyed report that guidelines detailing zoning and zoning related 
processes were available to them either in hardcopy or on the County’s website. A majority of 
developers said that guidelines for public works and transportation were also available to 
them, but that planning guidelines were not.  
Survey for Developers: Question 1 
Prior to initiating this project, were you provided guidelines for the following by the 
County regulatory body or were guidelines available to you on the County website?  
 
 
Yes No NA Don't Know
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    100% 0% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 40% 60% 0% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 60% 40% 0% 0%
Transportation 60% 40% 0% 0%  
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Fairness and Accuracy of Guidelines 
A large majority of developers indicated that all of the guidelines for zoning and 
zoning related processes, planning, public works and transportation, were fair, implying that 
they helped developers navigate though the regulatory process. Similarly, a majority of 
developers reported that the guidelines were accurate and if they followed the guidelines, 
they would achieve the expected result. One developer thought that the guidelines were not 
accurate, and were “somewhat unfair” or “not fair” (different responses for different 
guidelines), indicating that the guidelines were too restrictive and made him/her not want to 
pursue development in the specific county. This developer implied that there was a lack of 
transparency in the regulatory process and that it was difficult to assess what the county 
wanted to achieve through the regulatory process. It was also challenging for this developer 
to determine where the county stood on the process, as there was very little communication 
with the developer. Additionally, in one instance, a developer noted that statistical models 
were manipulated by members of the county staff to refute certain developments.  
Survey for Developers: Questions 2 & 3 
Having completed the entitlement and regulatory processes, do you think these 
guidelines, provided by the County were fair27?  
 
Somewhat Somewhat
Fair Fair Unfair Not Fair NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    80% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 80% 0% 20% 0% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 80% 0% 20% 0% 0%
Transportation 80% 0% 0% 20% 0%
 
                                                          
27 By “fair”, the guidelines were generally acceptable to developers for development and helped developers navigate 
through the regulatory process in this County. If the guidelines were not fair then they were too restrictive and 
discouraged developers from pursuing development in this county.       
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Were the guidelines accurate? If you followed them exactly, did you achieve the result 
you expected to achieve? 
 
      
Yes No NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    80% 20% 0%
Planning Guidelines 80% 20% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 80% 20% 0%
Transportation 80% 20% 0%
 
 
Accuracy of Guidelines and Time Expectations 
A large majority of developers said that it took longer than they had originally 
anticipated for completion of the regulatory processes. The developers reported that it took, 
on average, 2.5 times as long as they originally anticipated.  On average, developers thought 
the regulatory processes would take 12 months and, in actuality, the regulatory processes took 
28 months. One developer cited the problem with timing resulted from poor communication 
between the various government agencies and bodies. The development was caught in a 
“turf-war” dispute between two different agencies which doubled the number and length of 
meetings.  
Survey for Developers: Question 4 
Did it take longer than you originally anticipated to complete the regulatory 
processes (listed earlier) to get your permits to commence this development?   
      
Yes No
80% 20%  
 
 
Experiential and Political Impacts 
Developers overwhelmingly responded that previous development experience in a 
county can help a developer succeed in the regulatory processes in the county. A majority also 
thought that previous development experience in the state and with projects of the similar size, 
familiarity with the county board or personnel and previous interaction with county board or 
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personnel would or might help lead to success in the regulatory process. A few developers 
noted that political influence was necessary to get projects “passed” and enforcement of 
regulations was uneven- politically connected developers could develop projects which others 
could not. A large majority of the developers said they would not do anything differently in the 
regulatory process if they were to undertake their development project again, today.  However, 
one developer noted that garnering more political influence at the beginning of the process 
would make the regulatory process more successful.  
 
Survey for Developers: Questions 5&6 
In your opinion, do the following items help or hinder a developer succeed in the 
regulatory processes in this County?  
   
Really Might Might
Helps Help Neutral Hinder Hinder Don't Know
Previous development experience in this State:  80% 0% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Previous development experience in this County: 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Previous development experience with projects this size: 60% 20% 20% 0% 0% 0%
Familiarity with County Board or personnel: 60% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Previous interaction with County Board or personnel: 40% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0%  
 
 
If you were to undertake this development project today, would you do anything 
differently to complete the regulatory processes?       
Yes No
20% 80%  
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Survey Results-County Officials 
In the 14 Sample Counties, surveys were sent to 56 county officials, to increase the 
likelihood of responses from at least one representative in each county. Nine officials responded 
from eight of the 14 counties- a 57% return rate on a county basis. Results from the county 
official surveys are discussed below.  
Availability of and Access to Guidelines 
County officials unanimously reported that their counties publish ordinances and 
guidelines on the zoning and zoning related processes and planning.28 Some counties have not 
yet developed guidelines on public works or transportation. Most counties publish these 
guidelines on their websites, or are attempting to do so in the near future. If they do not, they 
are generally available in the county office or if requested from a county official.  
 
Survey for County Officials: Questions 1&2 
  Does your County regulatory body publish guidelines on the following items?  
 
 
Yes No NA Don't Know
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    100% 0% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 100% 0% 0% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 67% 22% 0% 11%
Transportation 67% 22% 0% 11%  
 
 If you do publish guidelines, how are these guidelines made available to developers? 
 
Publicly available Need to request
WEBSITE in County Office from County Official Other NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    78% 22% 0% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 56% 33% 11% 0% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 44% 22% 0% 22% 11%
Transportation 56% 11% 0% 0% 33%  
 
                                                          
28 For a complete explanation of the terms in the survey, please see the surveys in the Appendices. 
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Expectations for and Success in Process 
All county officials surveyed believe that their published guidelines provide developers 
with appropriate expectations for the processes and procedures related to zoning and zoning 
related issues and most feel that expectations are appropriately set for planning, public works 
and transportation.  Yet, some officials cite a problem in the lack of expected time-frames for the 
various processes and procedures.  Most officials responded that if developers follow the 
guidelines for the various processes and procedures, they will be or can be successful in 
completing the regulatory process. However, one official noted that the processes and 
procedures were so numerous that developers could only be successful if “they lived long 
enough”.  Another official noted significant problems between government agencies. He 
illustrated this comment with a recent experience in which a development was approved by the 
county Planning and Zoning Board but was rejected by the Board of County Commissioners. 
The developer had spent a significant amount of time and money working with the Planning 
and Zoning Board on the development design. Unfortunately, the Planning and Zoning Board 
was not in communication with the Board of County Commissioners and didn’t understand the 
Commissioners’ unwavering view, thus, wasting all parties’ time and money.  
 
Survey for County Officials: Questions 3&4 
Do these guidelines provide developers with clear and appropriate expectations for 
the regulatory processes and procedures in your County?  
 
  
Yes No NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    100% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 89% 11% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 56% 0% 44%
Transportation 56% 0% 44%  
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If developers follow these guidelines, do they generally succeed in completing the 
regulatory processes and procedures?  
 
  
Yes No NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    89% 11% 0%
Planning Guidelines 78% 22% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 56% 11% 33%
Transportation 56% 11% 33%  
 
Updating Guidelines 
All county officials reported that their guidelines for the processes and procedures 
relating to zoning and zoning related items should be re-written. A majority of county officials 
reported that the guidelines for the processes and procedures relating to planning, public works 
and transportation need to be re-written. The major problem cited was population growth. Per 
the officials, many of these counties have experienced higher than average population growth 
over the past five years creating previously unknown “urban” problems like the lack of 
necessary infrastructure and severe traffic congestion. This influx of population creates density 
issues that are not dealt with under the counties’ current zoning ordinances and result in an 
immediate need for transportation planning measures. Several county officials noted the 
guidelines and the regulatory process needed to regulate and plan for the future, not just for the 
current population and development environment.  Additionally, several officials noted that the 
guidelines were old and outdated and did not include time frames. One county official 
responded that guidelines needed to be simplified and made more concise, which would likely 
improve the applicants’ understanding of the County’s expectations.  
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Survey for County Officials: Question 5 
 If you were re-writing these guidelines today, would you change anything?  
 
Yes No NA
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes    100% 0% 0%
Planning Guidelines 89% 11% 0%
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) 67% 11% 22%
Transportation 67% 11% 22%  
 
In response to Survey for County Officials: Question 6, advice from county officials for 
future developers in their counties was mixed.  Some emphasized having pre-application 
meetings with the County Planning Office and the County Commission because the two bodies 
do not have the same expectations. Other county officials emphasized the need to “plan for the 
process.” One county official advised future developers not to attempt to short-cut the process 
and not to initiate the development before all approvals are in place.  
 
Interview Results 
Relationship- Quality of Guidelines and Process to Quality of Real Estate Development 
During the interviews, developers and county officials overwhelmingly agreed that 
there was a significant positive relationship between quality regulatory guidelines and process, 
and quality real estate development. Quality of regulatory guidelines and process indicates the 
extent to which the guidelines are current, comprehensive, accurate, and appropriate for the 
size of development project and the extent to which the regulatory process is conducted in a 
transparent manner. Quality of real estate development implies that development is a long-term 
net positive for the community, that real estate development doesn’t overburden infrastructure 
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and community services, and that it creates jobs and increases the tax base for an area, leading 
to additional economic development. 
Per county officials, accurate and comprehensive guidelines encourage “smart” 
development which positively impacts the community by helping to build a self-sufficient or 
intact “community” and by creating jobs. According to developers, current, accurate and 
comprehensive guidelines implemented through a cooperative process can increase 
conscientiousness in the development planning process and insight into future impacts on the 
community contributing to the development’s solvency for the long-term. A solvent 
development will create jobs and increase the county’s tax base leading to positive economic 
development of an area. Further, through comprehensive and forward thinking guidelines 
fatally overburdening infrastructure and transportation and access problems can be avoided.  
However, the balance between accurate and comprehensive guidelines and overly 
restrictive guidelines is difficult to achieve. An official explained that his county’s current 
guidelines and regulatory process were too restrictive, keeping out “good” and “bad” 
development, thus the guidelines needed to be changed. To illustrate this point, the official said 
the County was currently attempting to develop a project in its own county and was having 
trouble with its own guidelines and regulatory process. 
Appropriate Regulatory Process for Size of Development 
While developers and county officials agreed, in theory, that development regulation 
had to be appropriate for the size and scope of a project, many developers and county officials 
did not believe bifurcation in the regulatory process for large and small developments existed in 
their counties. Other developers and county officials did not know whether or not such project 
size-specific guidelines and processes existed.  
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Lack of Quality in Regulation 
One developer provided the insight that lack of privately owned land leads to 
disinterest in oversight and lack of quality in regulation. Some counties’ guidelines are 
outdated, never updated and not enforced because the federal government controls vast 
amounts of land in the counties that the county regulatory bodies do not have authority to 
regulate. In these counties, land use regulation is scarce and of low importance, thus the 
guidelines and associated regulatory processes lack quality, as defined earlier.   
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VI. Existing Problems and Potential Solutions 
Guidelines- Existence, Currency and Access  
As evidenced by developer and county official responses to the first few survey 
questions, for a few areas of real estate development, such as transportation and public works, 
guidelines in some counties do not exist. As a result, these counties may have developments 
being built without regard for impact on transportation and utilities infrastructure. This is 
especially troubling because most of the areas studied are experiencing drastic population 
growth and will soon have significant problems with the existing infrastructure, if they don’t 
already.  
As reported in the survey responses, where guidelines do exist, some are outdated, not 
comprehensive and may not serve the current needs of the community. Additionally, per the 
responses to the Survey for County Officials: Question 2, in a few counties, guidelines are not 
publicly available on the counties’ websites and sometimes they can only be obtained through a 
direct request to a county official.  
Guidelines for regulatory oversight of land use and real estate development need to be 
written in advance of development. Especially in areas with rapid population growth, outdated 
zoning ordinances and guidelines need to be updated and clarified to thoroughly communicate 
the county’s and community’s current and future land use desires.  
The planning guidelines and planning vision for the area needs to be publicly available 
on the counties’ websites providing equal access to all. Developers can aid in implementing a 
planning vision, only if it is made available to them.  
Transportation planning has to be a major part of local planning. Communities can only 
exist and thrive with appropriate access. The current migration and population trends in the 
West and Southwest make transportation planning a necessary precursor to community 
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development. Transportation networks and systems are very difficult to correct after the 
community is established.  
Transportation planning should precede development….Most objections to sprawl are 
associated with transportation difficulties, traffic congestion, and reduced air quality. In 
planning for new communities on the fringe, planners and developers must shape 
transportation plans that are understandable and connected, and they must provide multiple 
transportation options…29. 
 
Guidelines- Detail and Accuracy 
As reported in the results to Survey for Developers- Questions 3 & 4 and Survey for County 
Officials- Questions 3, 4 & 5, guidelines are generally accurate, but in many cases they do not 
include ample detail on regulation and expectations. In some circumstances, guidelines do not 
include any time frames for review processes, scheduling of public meetings, and approvals. As 
evidenced by the overwhelming county official response to re-writing guidelines, many 
development regulatory guidelines don’t provide accurate or sufficient detail on regulations, 
processes, procedures and time frames. Neglecting to include time frames and having 
inaccurate detail contributes to reduced transparency in the process. The lack of transparency in 
this process can create excessive and unwarranted uncertainty by keeping developers and the 
public guessing as to what the process is and what is happening behind closed doors.   
By improving the detail of the guidelines and the explanations of the associated 
processes, procedures and their respective estimated time frames, the developers and county 
officials will be able to communicate more effectively. A first and simple step to improve the 
detail of the guidelines is adding approximate time frame expectations to all processes and 
                                                          
29 Victoria R. Wilbur, “Growing Smart on the Fringe”, Urban Land-May 2005-Feature. (Urban Land Institute, 
2005), 3.  
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procedures covered by the regulatory guidelines. With these time frame expectations in place, 
the various parties can focus on the aspects of the development regulatory process at hand, 
instead of arguing about time frames for review processes, scheduling of public meetings, and 
the timeliness of approvals. The next critical step is to review and update the guidelines and 
processes to meet the needs of the current and future community. However, this is not easily 
done because if done comprehensively it must involve many community constituents. 
As reported in the interview results, the regulatory process in the Sample Counties is not 
bifurcated based on size of development and potential impact on community. This is 
problematic because impacts on the current and future community can only be addressed with 
the appropriate level of regulation and focus on the specific aspects of the potential 
development.  
If possible, the regulatory process should be bifurcated using a metric, such as size (acres 
or square footage) of development, which would help to address the varying degree of potential 
community impact. If a development is relatively large and will have significant and far 
reaching impacts on the surrounding community and the area, a focused review process that 
specifically addresses these impacts should exist. In a bifurcated process, specific review 
sessions can be scheduled to address and mitigate any potential problems with large projects 
and smaller, less impacting projects, can undergo an expedited process to save time and 
resources.  
 
Regulatory Process- Political Impact 
The implication that developers need to garner political influence to complete 
development projects, as suggested in responses to the Survey for Developers: Questions 5 & 6, is 
concerning. These negative political perceptions are difficult to combat because of the inherent 
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political nature of the county regulatory positions. A majority, if not all, of the positions on the 
boards of county commissioners are elected, thus the people who hold the positions are 
politicians. And the process, to some extent, is political.  
However, potential solutions or mitigations of political influence do exist. In counties 
where real estate development is overtly influenced by politics, checks and balances can be 
inserted into the process to protect the parties involved and prevent unjust influence. 
Commissioners and other personnel with close ties to developers or who would individually 
benefit from a certain development project, in excess of the general community, can be required 
to recuse themselves from any decision-making position.  In counties where unjust political 
influence does not appear to exist, the process can always be improved by increased 
transparency. For example, county regulatory bodies can publicly justify decisions with 
publicly available land use plans, instead of with personal opinions.  
 
Relationship in Quality of Regulation and Quality in Resulting Development 
 
Per the perceptions of developers and county officials expressed in the interviews, there 
is, indeed, a relevant connection between quality of development guidelines and process, and 
quality of real estate development. Additionally, according to county official survey results on 
updating guidelines, many of the current guidelines do not portray the explicit and current 
needs of the expanding community. Further, many of the guidelines and processes do not 
address nor enforce items, such as stress on transportation utility infrastructure that can 
dramatically hinder the county and community’s future. Other guidelines and processes deter 
both “good” and “bad” development. 
Many of these counties need commercial and industrial development, in addition to the 
rapid residential construction already taking place, to add to the economic foundation and 
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solvency of the communities and areas. The regulatory guidelines and processes need to plan 
for and foster these types of development. To improve the quality of the guidelines and the 
process, counties must establish and encourage strategy sessions with all county agencies, 
public workshops and community involvement in the process to determine the problems with 
the current guidelines and to create solutions. As expressed by Philip L. Jackson and Robert 
Kuhlken in A Rediscovered Frontier: Land Use and Resource Issues in the New West,  
The community interest in land use, as interpreted by representative local government, has 
an equally important obligation to seek broad consensus on land use and future development 
patterns as these will invariably affect aspects of public safety, efficiency, environmental 
quality, and livability.   
In addition, guidelines should be given a “test run” by mock developers to establish whether 
they are having their intended impact of encouraging beneficial and community minded 
development.  
 
Ability to Change 
Adhering to all of the recommendations above and making all necessary changes to the 
regulatory guidelines and processes can be a very costly and time consuming process. 
Acknowledgement of problems and an effort to find solutions, on any level, will be helpful to 
the communities, county regulatory bodies and developers. The degree to which county 
regulatory bodies choose to revise their guidelines and processes will dictate, to a certain 
degree, the quality of future real estate and economic development in their counties. 
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Other Potential Solutions  
A sophisticated and integrated multi-county regional planning effort could replace some 
efforts of the individual counties and might combat some of the existing problems with the 
guidelines and regulatory processes. Specific aspects of land use planning, if managed at the 
regional level, could reduce the time and resources spent by adjacent counties duplicating 
planning efforts. For example, the counties under the regional umbrella could allocate specific 
planning responsibilities such as transportation planning to the regional body. This would both 
reduce the individual counties’ need for independent transportation planning and also integrate 
adjacent county transportation systems which often don’t end at county lines. A regional 
planning body might also be able to more efficiently foresee and manage population growth 
and migration issues, as they are rarely isolated at the county level. 
Additionally, the regional body could be responsible for communicating with all 
involved parties, preventing miscommunication between various agencies. In areas where the 
federal government and BLM control vast amounts of land, regional, rather than county, 
oversight might make land use regulation a reality. Counties where only a small amount of 
privately owned, and thus county-regulated land exists, wouldn’t suffer the burden of 
maintaining their own planning efforts. However, because regional planning would require 
significant coordination and realignment of agencies and governmental bodies, it may not be an 
option in the near term.  
Economic development organizations exist in some form in most southwestern states. If 
economic development is managed effectively at the multi-county regional level, it may serve 
several of the purposes that a regional planning body would serve. In Utah, for example, the 
Economic Development Corporation of Utah (“EDCUTAH”), a public/private partnership 
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works as a centralized clearing house30 for counties and municipalities across the state. 
Developers interested in developing in Utah approach EDCUTAH with their proposed project 
and EDCUTAH directs them to a location in a specific municipality or county which fits their 
needs. Assuming an organization like EDCUTAH has, or could have, an understanding of 
current land use visions for the various counties and municipalities; it could handle much of the 
coordination that may otherwise be the responsibility of a regional body.  
 
 
                                                          
30 Per Ray Rosenthal, Commerce CRG, St. George, Utah  
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VII. Conclusions 
 As the migration to previously rural areas continue, and these areas come to resemble 
independent communities or suburban neighborhoods of larger municipalities, we must have a 
land use vision in place to benefit the community for the long term. County regulatory bodies 
must be eager to work with developers to encourage the economic development of their 
counties through appropriate means. Developers must be open to land use regulation and 
planning which benefit both the long-term needs of the community and of themselves. A 
beneficial relationship for all parties involved is required in order to have successful 
development. 
Individual communities on the fringe that are socially and economically integrated will 
encourage the development of a mixture of housing types within the community as well as 
within neighborhoods. Finally, any smart growth development must be economically viable 
for developers and fiscally sustainable for the community.31   
 
Generally, as seen in the survey results, county regulation of real estate development is 
effective in counties where the guidelines and processes are updated, detailed and accessible. 
However, land use and real estate development regulation can and must be improved and 
updated as communities and land use patterns continue to change. As implied by the interview 
results, advanced planning for transportation and utility infrastructure can drastically improve 
the efficacy of the regulatory process for the current and future community. The bifurcation of 
the regulatory process will help the county regulatory bodies and community focus their time 
and resources where they are most needed.  The establishment of regional regulatory bodies 
might minimize duplication of planning processes by small adjacent county governments. 
                                                          
31 Victoria R. Wilbur, “Growing Smart on the Fringe”, Urban Land-May 2005-Feature. (Urban Land Institute, 
2005). 2. 
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Regional planning authorities could more accurately plan for the future of an expanding area 
rather than the future within county lines as seen on a map. Public/private economic 
development corporations might also play a role in regional land-use oversight and planning 
implementation.   
 The quality of guidelines and the regulatory process affect the quality of real estate 
development. Where the guidelines are flawed and don’t correctly communicate the 
community’s needs and land use vision, developments that produce potentially harmful long-
term affects, such as crippling traffic congestion or burdensome utility infrastructure use, are 
possible. These long-term effects can decrease livability and property values, ultimately 
hampering economic development. In counties where guidelines and processes are overly 
oppressive, politically tainted, not transparent and difficult to navigate, positive development 
projects may be turned away hindering future economic development. 
 
Further extensions of this research into county regulation of real estate development 
might include a survey and interview process of a larger sample set or detailed case studies on 
counties with exemplary regulatory guidelines and processes. An increased sample size would 
provide results numerous enough to be statistically analyzed. Detailed case studies on specific 
counties would provide more insight on the regulatory process and impacts on the community.  
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IX.  Appendices 
 
Appendix A- County Statistics for the State of New Mexico (ranked by Density) 
 
Total Population Land Area (square miles) People per square Mile
  
Bernalillo County 556,678 1,166 477.4
Los Alamos County 18,343 109 168.3
Santa Fe County 129,292 1,909 67.7
Valencia County 66,152 1,068 61.9
Dona Ana County 174,682 3,807 45.9
Curry County 45,044 1,406 32.0
San Juan County 113,801 4,717 24.1
Sandoval County 89,908 5,514 16.3
McKinley County 74,798 5,449 13.7
Taos County 29,979 2,203 13.6
Lea County 55,511 4,393 12.6
Eddy County 51,658 4,182 12.4
Chaves County 61,382 6,071 10.1
Otero County 62,298 6,627 9.4
Luna County 25,016 2,965 8.4
San Miguel County 30,126 3,710 8.1
Grant County 31,002 3,966 7.8
Roosevelt County 18,018 2,449 7.4
Rio Arriba County 41,190 5,858 7.0
Cibola County 25,595 4,540 5.6
Torrance County 16,911 3,345 5.1
Lincoln County 19,411 4,831 4.0
Colfax County 14,189 3,757 3.8
Quay County 10,155 2,875 3.5
Sierra County 13,270 4,180 3.2
Socorro County 18,078 6,647 2.7
Mora County 5,180 1,931 2.7
Hidalgo County 5,932 3,446 1.7
Guadalupe County 4,680 3,031 1.5
Union County 4,174 3,830 1.1
De Baca County 2,240 2,325 1.0
Catron County 3,543 6,928 0.5
Harding County 810 2,126 0.4
 Source: 2000 Census, State and County QuickFacts, U.S. Census Bureau  
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Appendix B- BRA Development Review Guidelines 
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Appendix C: Survey for Developers 
Survey for Developers: 
The regulatory processes and procedures for real estate development at the County level32 
 
Development Project Name: __________________________________  County Name & State:________________  
Approximate date of development project completion: ____________________   From:__________ To: _________ 
Check the appropriate box for the corresponding question: 
 
1. Prior to initiating this project, were you provided guidelines for the following by the County regulatory 
body or were guidelines available to you on the County website?  
YES NO   NA  DON’T KNOW 
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, Special Use,  
Subdivision and other zoning related processes       □  □   □  □ 
-What is allowed under each zoning designation  
of the code and what you have to do to complete  
the variance, special use or subdivision processes  
 
Planning Guidelines          □  □   □  □ 
-County’s planning purpose, vision, goals and objectives  
for development 
 
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)       □  □    □  □ 
-Procedures for dealing with public works and other providers   
 
Transportation       □  □    □  □ 
-Procedures for dealing with the transportation  
department (if your development would severely  
impact local traffic and transportation systems) 
 
2. Having completed the entitlement and regulatory processes (for all aspects mentioned above), do you 
think these guidelines, provided by the County were fair33? (If the guidelines were not fair then they were 
too restrictive and made you not want to pursue development in this location….)                     
                           FAIR     SOMEWHAT FAIR     SOMEWHAT UNFAIR        NOT FAIR       NA 
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes       □     □     □  □   □ 
Planning Guidelines   □     □     □  □   □ 
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc) □     □     □  □   □ 
Transportation    □     □     □  □   □ 
  
 
 If you answered “3: ALMOST UNFAIR” or “4: NOT FAIR” to any item in question 2, please explain: 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                          
32 Because of the complicated nature of and vast of law on environmental regulation, I am not including it in my research of development 
regulation. 
33 By “fair”, I am implying that the guidelines were generally acceptable to developers for development and helped developers navigate 
through the regulatory process in this County. 
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3. Were the guidelines accurate? If you followed them exactly, did you achieve the result you expected to 
achieve? 
YES NO   NA  
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes      □  □   □   
Planning Guidelines    □  □   □   
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)  □  □   □   
Transportation     □  □   □ 
 
If you answered “NO” to any item in question 3, please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4. Did it take longer than you originally anticipated to complete the regulatory processes (listed earlier) to get 
your permits to commence this development?  YES NO   
       □  □  
If you answered “YES”: 
 You expected it to take approximately ______ months and it took approximately________ months.  
 
If “YES”, why did it take more time? Please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. In your opinion, do the following items help or hinder a developer succeed in the regulatory processes in 
this County?                REALLY HELPS   MIGHT HELP  NEUTRAL     MIGHT HINDER   HINDER  DON’T KNOW 
Previous development experience in this State:   □   □   □       □          □         □ 
Previous development experience in this County:  □   □   □       □          □         □ 
Previous development experience with projects  
        this size (acreage): □   □   □       □          □  □        
Familiarity with County Board or personnel: □   □   □       □          □         □ 
Previous interaction with County Board or personnel:   □   □   □       □          □         □ 
 
Other, Please explain:___________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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6. If you were to undertake this development project today, would you do anything differently to complete the 
regulatory processes?     YES NO   
□  □  
 
If you answered “YES” to question 6, please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your time and help!  
 
If you have any additional thoughts or comments on these questions or topics as they relate to your development experience in this County- 
please feel free to write below.  
 
If you have questions and/or comments about this survey and the use of the data, please feel free to contact me:  
Barrett Yates, 917-930-4169 or BYATES@MIT.EDU 
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Appendix D: Survey for County Officials 
Survey for County Official:  
The regulatory processes and procedures for real estate development at the County level34 
 
County Official Title(s): __________________________________  County Name & State:_________________ 
Check the appropriate box for the corresponding question: 
1.  Does your County regulatory body publish guidelines on the following items?  
YES NO   NA  DON’T KNOW 
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, Special Use,  
Subdivision and other zoning related processes      □  □   □  □ 
-What is allowed under each zoning designation  
of the code and what has to be done to complete  
the variance, special use or subdivision processes  
 
Planning Guidelines      □  □   □  □ 
-County’s planning purpose, vision, goals and objectives  
for development 
 
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)      □  □    □  □ 
-Procedures for dealing with public works and other providers   
 
Transportation      □  □    □  □ 
-Procedures for dealing with the transportation  
department (if the development severely impacts  
local traffic and transportation systems) 
 
If you answered “NO” to any item in question 1, has your County considered publishing guidelines?  
Please explain: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
2.  If you do publish guidelines, how are these guidelines made available to developers?  
      Publicly available     Need to request  
            WEBSITE     in County Office     from County Official   Other 
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes         □   □       □     □ 
Planning Guidelines        □   □       □     □ 
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)      □   □       □     □ 
Transportation         □   □       □     □ 
 
If you answered “OTHER” to any item in question 2, please explain: 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                          
34 Because of the complicated nature of and vast of law on environmental regulation, I am not including it in my research of 
development regulation. 
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3. Do these guidelines provide developers with clear and appropriate expectations for the regulatory  
processes and procedures in your County?   YES NO   NA  
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes     □  □   □   
Planning Guidelines      □  □   □   
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)      □  □   □   
Transportation      □  □   □   
 
If you answered “NO” to any item in question 3, please explain:__________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
4.   If developers follow these guidelines, do they generally succeed in completing the regulatory processes 
and procedures?      YES NO   NA  
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes      □  □   □   
Planning Guidelines      □  □   □   
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)      □  □   □   
Transportation      □  □   □   
 
If you answered “NO” to any item in question 4, please explain:__________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
5. If you were re-writing these guidelines today, would you change anything?  
YES NO   NA  
Zoning Descriptions, Variance, etc processes      □  □   □   
Planning Guidelines      □  □   □   
Public Works (Electricity, Water, Sewer, etc)      □  □   □   
Transportation      □  □   □ 
 
If you answered “YES” to any item in question 5, please explain:_________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
6. If a developer approached you about developing in your County today, what advice would you give 
him/her about completing the regulatory processes and procedures? 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Thank you for your time and help!  
If you have any additional thoughts or comments on these questions or topics please feel free to write them on the back of this 
survey or on a separate sheet of paper.  
 
If you have questions and/or comments about this survey and the use of the data, please feel free to contact me:  
Barrett Yates, 917-930-4169 or BYATES@MIT.EDU 
 
 
